1 See e.g., Gnosis als Weltreligion, Zurich 1951, 40f. and Gnosis und Religions· wissenschaft, in Gnostic Studies II, Istanbul 1975,261 phenomena cross-culturally so that a consensus of methodology can be reached, 3 hence many attempt to make clear taxonomies. So both anthropologists and religionists seek to make extremely careful definitions in order to carryon their analyses. For instance, Malinowski defined the difference between magic and religion as sharply as possible. Religion refers to the fundamental issues of human existence, while magic always turns round specific, concrete and detailed problems. 4 Religion is concerned with questions of ultimate concern -salvation, death, the meaning of existence -while magic is concerned with immediate goals -control of the weather, good health, achieving a specific position. Magic is characterized by manipulation and attempts to control nature. Religion is expressive; magic instrumental. This should appear extremely sensible to us, since it amounts to a concise statement of one of our culture's definitions of magic. A surprising consequence of this definition is that magic can be viewed as an early form of science. 5 Neat though it is, such a clearcut distinction leads to problems when cases are examined, as we shall see, since (I) it creates an ideal type which can only be approximated by a specific occurrence and (2) it rarely describes what the magician himself thinks he is doing.6
In this paper, I will argue that no definition of magic can be universally Though it is not my purpose to outline or review a history of the study of magic in this paper, the extent of this trend in the literature needs to be emphasized as well. Very often it seems to me as though theoretical work has tended to separate the two phenomena while field work has tended to combine them. My point is to recommend that we distinguish between the two enterprises and give more attention to how the term is actually used within the culture under consideration.
